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Introduction 

 My name is Timothy Carr Walsh. I am a resource management 
planner employed by Novo Group. Novo Group is a resource 
management planning and traffic engineering consulting company 
that provides resource management related advice. 

 I hold a Bachelor of Science (Honours) degree and a Master of Science 
degree from the University of Canterbury. I am also an Associate 
member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

 I have been employed by Novo Group as a Senior Planner for 
approximately seven months. Prior to my current role I was employed 
as a Senior Advisor in the Christchurch Central Development Unit at 
the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority for 2 years. 

 I have approximately 10 years of experience as a resource 
management planner, working in local and central government, and 
as a consultant. 

 Relevant to this matter, I have experience in processing resource 
consent applications including preparing Section 42A reports and 
attending resource consent hearings. As a consultant planner I have 
experience in evaluating development projects, preparing resource 
consent applications and presenting evidence at Council resource 
consent and plan change hearings and the Environment Court. 

Code of Conduct 

 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 
the Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 
preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 
evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area 
of expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance 
on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that 
are known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 
express in this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

 I have been engaged by Mr Brent Falvey to provide evidence in 
relation to a property located at 9021 Rothesay Road, Christchurch 
which is proposed to be zoned Rural Urban Fringe in Proposal 17 of 
the Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan ('Replacement 
Plan'). 

 My evidence addresses the appropriateness of the proposed zoning. 
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 The structure of my evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) current situation; 

(b) proposed zoning; 

(c) merits assessment; 

(d) policy evaluation; 

(e) consistency with the Land Use Recovery Plan; and  

(f) alignment with the Statement of Expectation. 

 While recognising the statutory documents set out on pages 10-12 of 
the Panel's decision on Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes 
(and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015 (the ‘Strategic 
Directions decision’), my evidence specifically considers the degree 
of alignment with: 

(a) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’); 

(b) the relevant objectives of the Strategic Directions chapter of 
the operative Christchurch District Plan; 

(c) the Land Use Recovery Plan (‘LURP’); and 

(d) the statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury 
Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 
2014 (‘the Order’), and in particular matters (a), (b) and (i) 
in Schedule 4. 

 In addition to the above and Mr Falvey’s submission, I have also 
considered the following documents in formulating my evidence:  

(a) Proposal 17 (Rural) and Proposal 14 (Residential) of the 
Replacement Plan; 

(b) the relevant section 32 reports;  

(c) the Order, particularly Schedule 4 – Statement of 
Expectations; 

(d) the Strategic Directions decision; 

(e) the evidence of Ms Sarah Oliver for Christchurch City Council 
(‘Council’); and 

(f) the submissions and further submissions of Mr Pinnell (owner 
of 98A Aston Drive) and Ms Cook (owner of 100 Aston Drive). 
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Executive Summary 

 9021 Rothesay Road, which is the subject of Mr Falvey’s submission, 
is proposed to be zoned Rural Urban Fringe. If approved as notified, 
this zoning would effectively sterilise the land because residential 
activities would be prohibited and the site, measuring only 599m2, is 
too small for any productive rural use. 

 In my opinion, Residential Suburban is a more appropriate zoning for 
the site. If a dwelling was constructed on the site in accordance with 
the proposed Residential Suburban provisions, it would be viewed as 
forming part of the adjoining Northshore residential neighbourhood 
and would not detract from the surrounding rural area to any 
significant extent. While the outlook of several neighbours would 
change, they would still enjoy a high level of residential amenity. 

 From a policy perspective, I consider that zoning the site Residential 
Suburban: 

(a) gives practical effect to the CRPS; 

(b) is not inconsistent with the Strategic Directions decision; 

(c) is not inconsistent with the LURP; and 

(d) is the most practical option which best achieves the purpose 
of the Act. 

 Further, zoning the site residential would be consistent with the 
statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Order. 

 If however the Panel was not minded to change the zoning of the site, 
I consider that it is appropriate to change the Rural Urban Fringe 
prohibited activity status for new residential activities on sites less 
than 1 ha to non-complying. Non-complying activity status is 
consistent with the overriding policy direction and allows resource 
consent applications to be made and considered on their merits. 

Statement 

Current situation 

 The site is located at 9021 Rothesay Road, Christchurch, legally 
described as Lot 11 Deposited Plan 5121. It is irregularly shaped, has 
a total area of approximately 599m2 and is identified in the location 
plan in Figure 1 below. Rothesay Road in this location is an unformed 
paper road that branches off from Aston Drive. 
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Figure 1 - Site location (Source: Canterbury Maps) 

 The site was created on 9 September 1924 and has remained 
undeveloped ever since. It is zoned Rural 1 in the operative 
Christchurch City Plan (‘City Plan’) and adjoins the Living 1 Zone to 
the south separated by the paper road which currently provides 
formal access to the beach. A short distance further to the south is a 
discrete area zoned Living 4B (see Figure 2 below). Immediately to 
the east of the site is the Conservation 1A Zone which extends 
laterally from the landward edge of the dunes to the mean high water 
springs line. 

 The adjoining Northshore residential area, located between the 
Waimairi Beach golf course and the coast, is a relatively recent 
addition to suburban Christchurch. The neighbourhood is 
characterised by a diversity of modern architectural styles, public 
spaces punctuated with seaside motifs, and a lack of street trees. 

 

Figure 2 - City Plan zoning 

 Bottle Lake Forrest Park occupies the majority of the land immediately 
north of Aston Drive. It is a production forest which is also used as a 
recreational area and is owned by local territorial authorities. The land 

the site 
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to the northwest of the site is shown in Figure 1 as being occupied by 
mature pines. Since this image was taken the pines have been 
harvested and replanted approximately 30 metres from Aston Drive. 
The newly planted pines are generally between waist and head height. 
Harvesting in Bottle Lake Forest Park generally operates on a 30 year 
rotation of which this block is two years into. 

 Mr Falvey wishes to establish a dwelling on the site in accordance with 
the provisions of the adjoining residential zoned land. Under the 
current Rural 1 Zone, a non-complying resource consent would be 
required to construct a dwelling on the site because the proposal 
would fail to comply with the following City Plan Critical Standards: 

 4-2.5.1  Protection of coastal environment – which requires a 
minimum building setback of 100 metres from the landward 
margin of the Conservation 1A Zone; 

 4-2.5.1  Minimum net site area for a residential unit – which 
requires each residential unit to be contained within a site with 
a minimum area of 20ha; and 

 4-2.5.5  Site coverage - Other activities – which requires an 
impervious site coverage of less than 100m2 for other 
activities. 

Proposed zoning 

 The site is proposed to be zoned Rural Urban Fringe in Proposal 17. 
The introductory chapter of the Replacement Plan describes the Rural 
Urban Fringe Zone as follows: 

This zone adjoins the Christchurch main urban area and provides 
for continued rural production activities and the use of existing 
sites for rural dwellings while avoiding the creation of new sites 
of less than 4 ha for rural dwellings, new plantation forestry and 
intensive farming activities. 

 The proposed zoning for the majority of the area surrounding the site 
to the north of Aston Drive is Open Space Natural, but there are 
several small enclaves of Rural Urban Fringe Zone. All the Open Space 
Natural land is in territorial authority ownership and all the Rural 
Urban Fringe land is in private ownership with the exception of the 
largest area of Rural Urban Fringe shown in Figure 3 which is owned 
by Christchurch City Council (see Attachment 1 for a land ownership 
diagram). 
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Figure 3 - Replacement Plan zoning (Stage 2) 

 Having reviewed the section 32 report, there does not appear to be a 
clear rationale that explains the zoning pattern in this area. As 
described in Appendix 5 of the section 32 report, the Urban Rural 
Fringe zoning is meant to be “the transition between urban and rural 
areas providing for activities typically associated with a peri-urban 
area while retaining its lower density of buildings and extent of 
vegetation”1. The Rural Urban Fringe zoning in this area, including the 
subject site, does not fulfil this stated purpose. 

 Of particular relevance to the subject site, Proposal 17 lists as a 
prohibited activity new residential activities and minor residential 
units on any site in existence as at 2 May 2015 with a minimum site 
area of 1 ha or less. 

 If Proposal 17 is approved as notified, Mr Falvey would not be able to 
apply for resource consent to establish a dwelling on the site. 
Therefore, to avoid potentially being precluded to the opportunity to 
apply for permission to construct a dwelling on the site, a resource 
consent application is currently being prepared and will be lodged 
shortly. 

Merits Assessment 

 Before undertaking a policy evaluation, the following section assesses 
the merits of zoning the site Residential Suburban. 

                                                

1 District Plan Review – Rural Chapter 17 Section 32: Appendix 5, page 18 

the site 
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 The principle effects of zoning the site Residential Suburban relate to 
rural character, direct impacts on residential neighbours, reverse 
sensitivity, loss of rural productive capacity, and infrastructure. These 
effects are addressed in turn. 

Rural Character 

 The quality of rural character is mainly derived from a combination of 
land use and visual characteristics. In the area immediately 
surrounding the site there are three distinct landscapes; the suburban 
landscape south of Aston Drive, the productive landscape north of 
Aston Drive, and the coastal landscape (see Figure 4 below). 

 The suburban landscape is a highly modified and formal environment 
comprising low density residential development and public spaces 
occupied by roads and recreational facilities. The productive 
landscape is also modified comprising a production forest. As 
mentioned previously, the harvest of the production forest generally 
operates on a 30 year rotation of which the block in this vicinity is two 
years into. While the landscape currently exhibits a relatively open 
character, the landscape becomes increasingly closed as the crop 
matures. The coastal landscape is much less modified and exhibits a 
high degree of naturalness. 

 

Figure 4 - Landscape types 

 The site is situated on the south eastern extremity of productive rural 
landscape and adjoins the suburban landscape separated only by the 
paper road. Given the small size of the site, it is not possible to 
establish a dwelling and maintain its rural qualities. Therefore, zoning 
the site Rural Residential would result in a complete transformation 
of the character of the site from rural to suburban. This assessment 

Coastal 

Suburban 

Productive 

the site 
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therefore focuses on whether, from an effects perspective, it is 
appropriate to allow a minor extension to the suburban area. 

 In making this assessment, the key questions to resolve are: 

 Will any proposed residential development successfully read as 
part of the neighbouring suburban landscape?; and 

 Will any proposed residential development detract from the 
character of the surrounding rural land? 

Integration into the suburban landscape 

 The site is of a size typically found in the suburban context and fits 
with the subdivision pattern of the Northshore residential area. The 
only factor that could make the development of the site appear 
somewhat conspicuous is its separation from the existing residential 
development by the unformed Rothesay Road. 

 This is not problematic when travelling towards the site along Aston 
Drive in a northerly direction because the site is obscured by existing 
dwellings. It is potentially of concern however when viewed from the 
east/west length of Aston Drive (see Figure 5). From this vantage 
point a dwelling within the site could appear somewhat isolated from 
the existing suburban area. In order to visually connect the site a 
landscape plan has been prepared which proposes extensive planting 
within the road reserve (see Attachment 2). Enquiries with the 
Council have confirmed this would be required as part of gaining 
approval for access over the confirmed legal roads . I consider that 
the proposed landscaping and accessway would effectively knit the 
site into the adjoining residential area. 

 

Figure 5 - Separation distance 
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 Therefore, as Council approval for granting access to the site over 
Rothesay Road would be contingent on the implementation and 
maintenance of the landscape plan, if the Panel was minded to zone 
the site Residential Suburban, it could do so with the confidence that 
the proposed landscaping at Attachment 2 would be implemented 
and maintained by Mr Falvey.  

Impact on rural character of surrounding land 

 Given the small size of the site and its location at the south-eastern 
most corner of the productive rural landscape adjoining the existing 
suburban residential area, zoning the site Residential Suburban will 
not significantly detract from the rural character of the surrounding 
area. 

 Providing for a dwelling on the site represents a particularly minor 
extension to the existing suburban area leaving the vast majority of 
the rural land in its current state. Given that most of this land is owned 
by territorial authorities, it is highly unlikely the land use in this area 
will change in the foreseeable future. Further, the other privately 
owned properties in the vicinity, which are proposed to be zoned Rural 
Urban Fringe, do not share the characteristics that make zoning those 
sites residential appropriate. 

Impact on Neighbours 

 While the above assessment demonstrates that the site would be 
successfully integrated into the suburban landscape, it is also 
important to consider the impacts that would be experienced by the 
immediately adjacent neighbours. 

 In my view, the neighbours at 94B, 98A, 100, 117 and 119 will be 
most impacted by zoning the site Residential Suburban2. These 
neighbours, indicated in Figure 6 below, have direct views over the 
subject site from living areas and/or bedrooms. 

 Other two storey houses in the vicinity have views of the rural land to 
the north including the neighbours at 96A, 113 and 115 Aston Drive. 
While these neighbours may be able to see a dwelling on the site, it 
would be viewed in the context of the intervening suburban 
development. On this basis, I consider the adverse effects on these 
neighbours in terms of reduced amenity would be minimal. 

                                                

2 I note that I have considered the submissions and further submissions of Mr Pinnell (owner of 98A Aston 
Road) and Ms Cook (owner of 100 Aston Drive) when undertaking this assessment. 
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Figure 6 - Impacted neighbours 

 The neighbours who will most acutely experience the effects of the a 
dwelling on the site are 94B, 98A, 100 and 119 Aston Drive. The 
following assessment addresses the effects on each property in turn. 

94B Aston Drive 

 A three storey dwelling has recently been constructed on this 
property. I anticipate that its position and orientation provides the 
occupants with an expansive outlook along the coastal landscape. In 
my view, the presence of a dwelling within the site would not 
significantly impact on the current amenity that the occupants of 94B 
Aston Drive enjoy. 

98A Aston Drive 

 This property would be most impacted if the site was zoned 
Residential Suburban. The dwelling is orientated to the northeast to 
take advantage of the view of the surrounding landscape. Further, the 
northern boundary fence of this property is low in height in order to 
maintain the view. A dwelling within the site would partially obscure 
the view over the coastal and productive landscapes but would have 
not have any adverse impact in terms of shading given the separation 
distance. While a dwelling within the site would reduce the occupants 
appreciation of the surrounding landscape, I consider that they would 
continue to enjoy a high level of amenity. In particular, the occupants 
would retain a generous view shaft over the coastal landscape which 
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affords a higher degree of rural amenity compared to the productive 
landscape. 

100 Aston Drive 

 This property is in a similar position to 98A Aston Drive. The impact 
on this property would be similar to 98A except that its northern 
boundary fence is approximately 1.8 metres high which significantly 
obscures the occupants outlook. It would appear that the occupants 
value privacy above the rural outlook. On this basis, I consider the 
dwelling within the site would have a minor impact on this neighbours 
amenity. 

119 Aston Drive 

 The occupants of this property would have views over the site from a 
living room window, although the main living area opens to the other 
side of the house. Further, views of the site would be in the context 
of existing residential development as 100 Aston Drive forms part of 
the view in that direction. Therefore, while a dwelling within the site 
would have impact on this property, it would be a lesser impact than 
on the other properties discussed above. 

Summary 

 While zoning the site Residential Suburban would have an impact on 
the current outlook of several neighbouring properties, I consider the 
occupants of these properties will continue to enjoy a high level of 
residential amenity. 

Reverse Sensitivity 

 A small section of the recently planted crop of pine trees to the 
northwest of the site are located approximately 20 metres away from 
the proposed dwelling. Under the City Plan, Community Standard  
4-2.4.6(b)(i) Fire hazard avoidance requires residential units to be 
separated at least 30 metres of any trees in a woodlot, conservation, 
or production forest. This requirement is carried through to the 
Replacement Plan. There is a corresponding provision requiring 
production forests to be setback 30 metres from residential zones. 

 If the site was zoned residential, subsequent crops would have to be 
setback 30 metres from the site boundary (another 10 metres further 
than it is currently). I consider this would have a very minor impact 
of the productive capacity of the forest. 

 While the closer proximity increases the fire hazard risk to the 
proposed dwelling when compared to the required 30 metre setback, 
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the risk exposure is similar to the properties immediately south of the 
site. 

 If in the future a forest fire affects the proposed dwelling, firefighting 
will be possible through a combination of reticulated water supply and 
easy site access for fire appliances. On this basis, I consider that the 
adverse effects of the proposal in terms of fire hazard are acceptable. 
The operation of the production forest could continue unaffected until 
the next harvest, after which the crop would need to be setback 
further as discussed above. 

 I consider there are no other reverse sensitivity issues associated with 
providing for residential development within the site. 

Rural Productive Capacity 

 The site as a standalone unit has no economically viable rural 
productive capacity. It cannot even be used for forestry activities (as 
adjoining properties do) due to the required 30 metre separation 
distance from the existing suburban area. Given the site has no 
productive potential, I consider that Residential Suburban zoning is a 
practical option. 

Infrastructure 

 The site is sufficiently proximate to existing Council services and other 
utilities such that connections can be made at the land owners 
expense. Further, access to the site can be gained over Rothesay 
Road. 

 The evidence of Ms Oliver for Council confirms that there are no 
infrastructure capacity constraints and no transport concerns that 
would preclude the site being zoned Residential Suburban. 

Conclusion 

 If the site was zoned Suburban Residential, residential development 
within it would successfully read as part of the suburban landscape 
and would not detract from the surrounding rural area to any 
significant extent. While the outlook of several neighbours would 
change, they would still enjoy a high level of residential amenity. 

 The site has no productive rural capacity and zoning it Rural Urban 
Fringe as proposed would effectively sterilise the land given 
constructing a dwelling would be prohibited. Therefore, I consider that 
it is more appropriate to zone the site Residential Suburban. 

 In addition to the above assessment, it is worth noting that the site 
is one of only four sites in Christchurch that meets the following 
criteria: 
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 less than 1,000m2 (typical suburban sized allotment); 

 undeveloped; and 

 adjoining3 a residential zone. 

 While the characteristics of the site are not unique, they are certainly 
uncommon. 

Policy Evaluation 

 Having demonstrated that the particulars of the site merit Residential 
Suburban zoning in preference of the proposed Rural Urban Fringe 
zoning, this evidence now turns to policy considerations. The following 
evaluation assesses the options against the objectives of the CRPS, 
the Strategic Directions chapter of the operative Christchurch District 
Plan, and the proposed objectives of the Replacement Plan. 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

 Chapter 6 of the CRPS contains the objectives relevant to the zoning 
considerations of the site. Issue 6.1.2 relates to adverse effects 
arising from development. It reads as follows: 

Development can result in adverse effects on the environment, 
which if not identified and avoided, remedied or mitigated where 
appropriate, could result in inappropriate outcomes for the 
region’s natural and physical resources, and reduce Greater 
Christchurch’s resilience and ability to provide for the needs of 
people and communities. Poorly planned development can 
increase risk from natural hazards and the effects of climate 
change, create resource use conflicts, increase community 
isolation, prevent the efficient and effective delivery of 
infrastructure and services [my emphasis], reduce economic 
viability and result in greater overall energy consumption. 

 Relevant to the zoning of the site, the explanatory information that 
relates to Issue 6.1.2 highlights the need to ensure the efficient 
operation of infrastructure and the impact of urban growth on rural 
character. 

 Objective 6.2.2 (Urban form and settlement pattern) seeks to avoid 
unplanned expansion of urban areas by providing for new 
development within greenfield priority areas. The associated Policy 
6.3.1 (Development within the Greater Christchurch area) goes 
further than Objective 6.2.2 by directing that new urban 
activities only occur within existing urban areas or greenfield priority 

                                                

3 In the City Plan, land is deemed to be adjoining other land, notwithstanding that it is separated from the 
other land only by a road, railway, drain, water race, river or stream. 
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areas identified on Map A. The site is not located within the boundary 
of an existing urban area or a greenfield priority area. 

 In developing the proposed Rural Urban Fringe zone, Council has 
interpreted this policy direction to mean that new residential activities 
should be prohibited. While this approach would give effect to 
Objective 6.2.2, I consider that outcome results from an overly 
simplistic interpretation of the intention of the Policy and Objective. 
If the Panel was minded to approve Rural Urban Fringe zoning for the 
site, I consider that non-complying activity status would be more 
appropriate. This approach allows resource consent applications to be 
made and considered on their merits. Under this regime inappropriate 
development would be avoided. In my view, precluding potential 
developments that have no adverse effects on the efficient operation 
of infrastructure and minimal impact on rural character would be 
contrary to the purpose of the Act. 

 While on face value, it may appear that zoning the site Residential 
Suburban would not give effect to Objective 6.2.2 and Policy 6.3.1, I 
consider that the matter is not a simple binary. I doubt that the 
authors of the Chapter 6 intended to preclude minor deviations from 
Map A for developments that would have minimal impacts (if any) on 
infrastructure and rural character. This may explain, in part, why 
Environment Canterbury in reviewing the LURP has a draft 
recommendation to the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 
to amend the LURP “to show Figure 4 on page 23 of the LURP as being 
‘indicative’ only, and remove Appendix 1 relating to Chapter 6”. 

 The methods associated with Policy 6.3.1 requires Council to: 

Provide for the rebuilding and recovery of Greater Christchurch 
in accordance with the Land Use Recovery Plan for Greater 
Christchurch, Policy 6.3.1 and Map A, by including in district plans 
objectives, policies and rules (if any) to give effect to the policy. 

 Given development of the site for residential purposes is not 
rebuilding or recovery related, and the preceding assessment has 
found that the site merits residential zoning, I consider it is 
appropriate to zone the site Residential Suburban. 

Strategic Directions Objectives 

 Objective 3.3.7 (Urban form, growth and design) is most relevant to 
zoning considerations of the site. Other relevant Strategic Directions 
objectives are evaluated at Attachment 3. 

 Objective 3.3.7 reads as follows: 
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A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a 
consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment 
that: 

… 
c. Provides for urban activities only: 

i. within the existing urban areas; and 
ii. on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchurch’s 

urban area identified in accordance with the Greenfield 
Priority Areas in the Canterbury Regional Policy 
Statement Chapter 6, Map A; and 

... 

 This objective transfers the policy direction set out in Objective 6.2.2 
and Policy 6.3.1 of the CRPS and therefore the same considerations 
as discussed above apply here. 

Proposed Rural Objectives 

 There is one objective proposed for the Rural areas of the district. 
Objective 17.1.1 (A productive and diverse rural environment) reads 
as follows: 

a. Christchurch District has a productive and diverse rural 
environment where: 
i. the range of activities supports and maintains the rural 

working environment, including the potential 
productive capacity of the land; 

ii. subdivision and development does not create reverse 
sensitivity effects on rural activities, strategic 
infrastructure, access to high quality gravel resources 
and natural hazard mitigation works; and 

iii. rural character is maintained and enhanced, including 
the distinctive character of Banks Peninsula and the 
Port Hills. 

 Given the site has no viable productive rural capacity, zoning it Rural 
Urban Fringe would not support or maintain a rural working 
environment, and while it would maintain the rural character of the 
site, the preceding assessment found that zoning the site residential 
would not detract from the rural character of the area to any 
significant extent and would not cause any reverse sensitivity effects. 
Accordingly, I consider zoning the site Residential Suburban is the 
most appropriate method of achieving proposed Objective 17.1.1. 

 Policy 1 (Rural activities) relating to Objective 17.1.1, seeks to ensure 
activities on rural land are limited to those that have a: 

i. direct relationship with, or are dependent on, the natural 
resource, natural features or the rural activity; or 

ii. functional necessity for a rural location 

 Again, given the particulars of the site there is no viable rural activity 
that can be undertaken on the site. Zoned rural, with prohibited 
activity status for new residential activities, the site would only exist 
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to contribute to the rural character of the area. In my view, this is not 
a practical outcome for the site given that developing it for residential 
use would not significantly detract from the rural character of the area 
and it is not constrained by limits as to services or infrastructure. 

Consistency with the Land Use Recovery Plan 

 Section 23 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 requires 
that: 

any person exercising functions or powers under the Resource 
Management Act 1991 must not make a decision or 
recommendation that is inconsistent with the Recovery Plan on 
any of the following matters under the Resource Management Act 
1991: 

f) the preparation, change, variation, or review of an RMA 
document under Schedule 1. 

 The LURP directed Environment Canterbury to insert Chapter 6 into 
the CRPS. Accordingly, if zoning the site residential does not give 
effect to the CRPS then it follows that it would also be inconsistent 
with the LURP. In this instance, I consider that zoning the site 
residential would give practical effect to the CRPS, and it follows that 
zoning the site residential would transfer the practical effect of the 
LURP provisions into the Replacement Plan in a manner that is not 
inconsistent with the LURP. In other words, I consider zoning the site 
residential would be compatible with the provisions of the LURP. 

Alignment with the Statement of Expectations 

 An evaluation of the Rural Urban Fringe and Residential Suburban 
options against the Statement of Expectations is included at 
Attachment 3. The evaluation finds that both options align with the 
Statement of Expectations. 

Conclusion 

 Based on the merits assessment and policy evaluation in this 
evidence, I have concluded that Residential Suburban zoning is the 
most appropriate method for achieving the purpose of the Act. If the 
Panel was not minded to zone the site residential, I consider that the 
proposed prohibited activity status for new residential activities in the 
Rural Urban Fringe zone ought to be changed to non-complying. 

 

Timothy Carr Walsh 

27 August 2015 
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ATTACHMENT 1: LAND OWNERSHIP DIAGRAM 
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ATTACHMENT 2: LANDSCAPE PLAN 



rough & milne landscape architects

JOB No.

SCALE

DATE

DESIGNED

DRAWN

CHECKED

STATUS

DRAWING No.

SERIES

Level 2, 69 Cambridge Terrace
PO Box 3764, Christchurch 8140
New Zealand

Tel +64 3 366 3268
Fax +64 3 377 8287

info@roughandmilne.co.nz

ROUGH & MILNE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS LIMITED

DO NOT SCALE, ALL DIMENSIONS TO BE VERIFIED ON SITE PRIOR TO 
COMMENCING ANY WORK

INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS DRAWING IS THE SOLE COPYRIGHT OF 
ROUGH & MILNE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS AND IS NOT TO BE PRODUCED 
WITHOUT THEIR PERMISSION

REVISION
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ACCESS PROPOSAL
PROPOSED FALVEY HOUSE
CNR ASTON DRIVE & WHISKEY ROAD
WAIMARI BEACH, CHRISTCHURCH

15088

1:300 @ A3

06/07/15

PETER ROUGH/GERRARD THOMSON

GERRARD THOMSON

PETER ROUGH

FOR REVIEW

L 1.0

1 of 1

ISSUE DATE STATUS

0 06/07/15 FOR REVIEW
A 21/07/15 FOR REVIEW

A

draft

Post & cable barrier 
with adjacent low 
planting

Proposed house

A S T O
 N   D R I V E 

Sealed driveway

Public footpath

Emergency vehicle and 
homeowner access

Removable bollard on 
emergency services 
accessway

Post & cable barrier
Possible location 
for automatic 
barrier or gate

Shrub planting 
to 2m high 
(adjacent to 
boundary wall)

Groups of 
Cabbage Trees

Solid boundary 
privacy wall

Shrub planting 
to 2m high

Low planting

Possible future accessway 
to 'land-locked' section

W
 H I S K E Y   R O

 A D

Bollard, for possible 
future removal

Automatic sliding 
driveway gate



 

 

ATTACHMENT 3: EVALUATION OF OPTIONS 

Table 1: Evaluation of consistency with the relevant objectives of the Strategic Directions decision 

Option Objective 3.3.1 Enabling recovery 
& facilitating future enhancement 
of the district 

Objective 3.3.2 Clarity of language 
and efficiency 

Objective 3.3.4 Housing capacity 
and choice 

3.3.9 Objective - Natural and 
cultural environment 

Rural Urban Fringe Neutral Yes 

However, while the proposal clearly 
states the outcomes intended, the end 
result would be sterilisation of the 
land. 

No 

Precludes the ability to apply to 
authorise a dwelling on the site. 

Yes 

Public access is maintained. 

Residential Suburban Neutral Yes 

Minimises transaction costs (and 
notification requirements). 

Encourages innovation and choice in 
respect of the site. 

Provides clarity of outcome. 

Yes Yes 

Zoning the land residential will 
enhance public access through the 
proposed landscaping. 

  



 

 

Table 2: Evaluation of consistency with the statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Order 

Option clearly articulates how 
decisions about 
resource use and values 
will be made 

reduce significantly 
reliance on resource 
consent processes 

reduce significantly the 
number, extent, and 
prescriptiveness of 
development controls 
and design standards in 
the rules, in order to 
encourage innovation 
and choice 

reduce significantly the 
requirements for 
notification and written 
approval 

objectives and policies 
that clearly state the 
outcomes that are 
intended 

clear, concise language 
and is easy to use 

Rural Urban Fringe Yes 

Provides a clear framework 
for use. 

Yes 

Insofar as a resource 
consent application could 
not be made for residential 
activities within the site 
given the prohibited 
activity status. 

No 

Precluding residential 
development on the site 
eliminates choice. 

Not applicable Yes 

Clearly expresses the 
intention to avoid urban 
development in the zone. 

Neutral 

Residential Suburban Yes 

Provides a clear framework 
for use. 

Yes 

Development undertaken 
in accordance with the 
Residential Suburban 
provisions would not 
require resource consent. 

 

Yes 

The provisions of the 
Residential Suburban zone 
achieve this expectation. 

Yes 

Development undertaken 
in accordance with the 
Residential Suburban 
provisions would not 
require resource consent 
and hence no notification 
and written approvals 
would be required. 

Yes 

Clearly provides for 
suburban residential 
development. 

Neutral 
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